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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed 8/2/2006 has been placed of record in the file. 

2. In response to the Examiner's Answer dated 5/30/2006 which presented a new ground of 
rejection, the appellant has filed a reply in compliance with 37 CFR 1.111. Thereby, prosecution, 
is reopened and the reply has been entered and considered. 

3. Claims 21-30 have been amended. 

4. The rejection of claims 21-30 under 35 U.S.C. 101 is withdrawn in view of the 
amendment. 

5. Claims 1-30 are now pending. 

6. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-30 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. A detailed discussion is set forth below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-5, 7-15, 17-25, and 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Beck et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,604,140), hereinafter referred to as Beck. 
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9. Some claims will be discussed together. Those claims which are essentially the same 
except that they set forth the claimed invention as a system or a carrier medium are rejected 
under the same rationale applied to the described claim. 

10. Beck has disclosed: 

• <Claims 1, ll,and21> 

A method comprising: a client reading an advertisement from a space, wherein the space 
comprises a network-addressable storage location (column 6, lines 1-16), wherein the 
advertisement comprises a Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) and a schema, wherein the 
URI specifies a network address at which a service may be accessed, and wherein the 
schema specifies one or more messages usable to invoke one or more functions of the 
service (column 4, lines 40-60); and the client sending a first message to the service at the 
URI, wherein the first message is specified in the schema (column 6, lines 30-39). 

• <Claims2, 12, and 22> 

The method of claim 1 , further comprising: the service sending a second message to the 
client in response to the client sending the first message to the service, wherein the 
second message is specified in the schema (column 6, lines 41-44). 

• <Claims3, 13, and 23> 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: invoking one or more functions of the service 
in response to the client sending the first message to the service (column 6, lines 39-41). 

• <Claims4, 14, and 24> 

The method of claim 1, wherein the schema is expressed in a data representation 
language (column 5, lines 46-50). 
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• <Claims 5, 15, and 25> 

The method of claim 1 , wherein the first message is expressed in a data representation 
language (column 5, lines 54-61 and column 6, lines 30-39). 

• <Claims7, 17, and 27> 

The method of claim 1, wherein the URI comprises an Internet address (column 4, lines 
50-51). 

• <Claims8, 18, and 28> 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: the service publishing the advertisement in 
the space (column 4, lines 31-39). 

• <Claims9, 19,and29> 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: the client using a lookup service to find the 
advertisement in the space (column 5, lines 65-67). 

• <Claims 10, 20, and 30> 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: the client using the URI and the schema in 
the advertisement to construct a gate for access to the service (column 7, lines 34-44). 

Since all the limitations of the invention as set forth in claims 1-5, 7-15, 17-25, and 27-30 were 

disclosed by Beck, claims 1-5, 7-15, 17-25, and 27-30 are rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 6, 16, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Beck 
in view of Official Notice. Pursuant to the applicant's previous request for documentary 
evidence and MPEP 2144.03, the use of Official Notice was previously supported by and is 
herein supported by Roberts et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,560,633), hereinafter referred to as 
Roberts, and thus the rejection has been previously and is now maintained. 

13. Beck disclosed a service framework for computing devices that allows devices to 
discover, advertise, and use services on a network. In an analogous art, Roberts disclosed a 
method for creating and invoking web services on a network. 

14. Concerning claims 6, 16, and 26, Beck did not explicitly state a data representation 
language that comprises XML. However, Roberts does explicitly disclose this feature as his 
system is focused on generating and utilizing XML documents in order to implement web 
services on a network. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the applicant's invention to modify the system of Beck by adding the ability to use a data 
representation language that comprises XML as provided by Roberts. Here the combination 
satisfies the need for a more efficient approach to service discovery that uses more efficient 
methods of describing and loading services. See Beck, column 1, lines 37-43. 

15. Thereby, the combination of Beck and Roberts discloses: 
• <Claims 6, 16, and 26> 

The method of claim 5, wherein the data representation language comprises extensible 
Markup Language (XML) (Roberts, column 4, line 50 through column 5, line 7). 
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Since the combination of Beck and Roberts discloses all of the above limitations, claims 6, 16, 
and 26 are rejected. 

Response to A rguments 
16. In the remarks, the applicant has argued: 

• < Argument 1> 

Beck does not disclose all of the features of claim 1 and like claims because he does not 
disclose "a client reading an advertisement from a space" as recited in the claims. 

• <Argument 2> 

Beck does not disclose all of the features of claim 1 and like claims because he does not 
disclose "wherein the advertisement comprises a schema, wherein the schema specifies 
one or more messages" as recited in the claims. 

• < Argument 3> 

Beck does not disclose all of the features of claims 4, 5, and like claims because he does 
not disclose a schema or a message "expressed in a data representation language" as 
recited in the claims. 

• <Argument 4> 

Beck does not disclose all of the features of claim 10 and like claims because he does not 
disclose "the client using the URI and the schema in the advertisement to construct a gate 
for access to the service" as recited in the claims. 
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• <Argument 5> 

The combination of Beck and Official Notice does not disclose all of the features of 

claim 6 and like claims because it does not disclose "wherein the data representation 
language comprises extensible Markup Language (XML)" as recited in the claims. 
17. In response to argument 1, it is maintained that Beck does disclose a client reading an 
advertisement from a space. The rejection clearly sets forth Beck's service descriptor as an 
advertisement read from a space (previously cited column 6, lines 1-16). In Beck's system, the 
client requests a service by querying a service registry in order to match a certain service 
descriptor. The client reads a matched service descriptor in order to ascertain whether the 
service needs to be loaded and also in order to download the service functionality. This clearly 
meets the limitation of reading an advertisement from a space. Furthermore, in an alternate 
embodiment, Beck discusses discovery of services and teaches "To discover services, the service 
user needs to receive service descriptors multicasted over the ad-hoc network by other devices." 
This would also satisfy the limitation of reading an advertisement from a space. Beck goes on to 
state that "discovering a service involves loading only a service descriptor, not loading the code 
that implements the service." See column 4, line 61 through column 5, line 37. The applicant 
has stated that "A client supplying a description of a requested client and, in return, receiving a 
reference to a service adaptor, does not disclose a client reading an advertisement from a space, 
as recited in Applicants' claim." First, it is noted that it is believed that the applicant means to 
say "a client supplying a description of a requested service" as this is what Beck teaches. 
Second, this does in fact disclose a client reading an advertisement from a space. A client which 
can request a particular service, the request being returned with a reference to the service adapter 
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as well as the request being fulfilled by the downloading of the service interface, adapter, and 
implementation, meets the limitation of "a client reading an advertisement from a space." The 
client reads the service descriptor in order to determine whether the service functionality should 
be downloaded. 

18. In response to argument 2, it is maintained that Beck does disclose an advertisement 
comprising a schema, wherein the schema specifies one or more messages. The rejection clearly 
sets forth an enhanced service descriptor that contains information about the service, including 
the service name, a description, and a location of code (previously cited column 4, lines 40-60). 
In Beck's system, the client requests a service by querying a service registry in order to match a, 
certain service descriptor. The client uses a matched service descriptor to download the service 
functionality. This download includes the service interface, the service adapter, and the service 
implementation which clearly effectuate the functions of the service. This clearly meets the 
limitation of an advertisement comprising a schema, wherein the schema specifies one or more 
messages usable to invoke one or more functions of the service. The service descriptor clearly 
includes code to allow data transfer between the client and service which effectuates download 
of service functionalities and thus is "usable to invoke one or more functions of the service". See 
previously cited column 6, lines 1-16. As the applicant stated in the appeal brief filed 3/13/2006, 
"Beck describes a Java interface for the service that 'defines the set of operations that the service 
can perform on behalf of a client.'" Again, as the reading of a service descriptor leads to the 
downloading of this interface, the service descriptor contains code for data transfer that is 
"usable to invoke one or more functions of the service." 
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19. In response to argument 3, it is maintained that Beck does disclose a schema and a 
message expressed in a data representation language. The rejection clearly sets forth Beck's use 
of a Java interface and Java classes (previously cited column 5, lines 46-61). The applicant has 
argued that "a Java interface is not a schema expressed in a data representation language," but 
has failed to provide any basis for this conjecture. In fact, Java does satisfy the limitation of a 
data representation language in the claims. A data representation language is not further defined 
or explained in the claims so as to be distinguished over the Java programming language. The 
applicant's statements that it is well known in the art that Java interfaces do not include code 
expressed in a data representation language are not persuasive as Java abstracts the data on 
bytecodes so that when applications are developed the same code may run in different 
environments. Java utilizes such tools as Java classes and JAR files (which include metadata) in 
data representation. Again, the use of Java-based schema and messages meet the limitations in 
question. 

20. In response to argument 4, it is maintained that Beck does disclose the client using the 
URI and the schema in the advertisement to construct a gate for access to the service. The 
rejection clearly sets forth Beck's construction of a gate for access to the service as it cites the 
use of the service implementation at either side or both sides of the data transfer (previously cited 
column 7, lines 34-44). As discussed above, in Beck's system, the client requests a service by 
querying a service registry in order to match a certain service descriptor. The client uses a 
matched service descriptor to download the service functionality. This download includes the 
service interface, the service adapter, and the service implementation which clearly effectuate the 
functions of the service. See previously cited column 6, lines 1-16. This clearly meets the 
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limitation of using the advertisement to construct a gate for access to the service. Furthermore, it 
is again noted that an enhanced service descriptor contains a URL that is used to access the 
service. See previously cited column 4, lines 40-60. 

21. In response to argument 5, it is maintained that the combination of Beck and Roberts 
does disclose the data representation language comprising XML. The applicant's arguments are 
not persuasive as they do not take into consideration the combination of Beck and Roberts or the 
line citations provided in the rejection. 

22. In addition, the applicant has argued that claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 and 35 
U.S.C. 103, but not explicitly discussed, are allowable based on the above arguments. Thus, 
claims disclosing similar limitations to the discussed claims and related dependent claims remain 
rejected under the same reasoning as presented above. 

Conclusion 

23. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. The applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Victor Lesniewski whose telephone number is 571-272-3987. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. . 



Victor Lesniewski 
Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 2152 





